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REMARKS 

Claim53 1-29 are pending. Claims 1, 12, and .18 re in 
independent form , 

In the action mailed Docember 5, 200S, claim 1 was rejected 
under 3 5 U.S.C, § 103(a) as obvious over U.S. Patent No, 
6,587,4 69 to Bragg (hereinafter "Bragg") and U.S. Patent No. 
6,522,627 to Maugcr (hcL'reinrj f ter "^^Mauger" ) . 

Claim 1 x-elcite:^; to an apparatus that incliide^s a firat 
component configured to forward data bcissed on a lookup in a 
routing table and to replace a destination address in an 
l2;th(=^:rnet header of the data to identify a second component, the 
oecond component configured to receive the data; and an 
intermediate component bridging the first component and the 
second component to forward the data based on the replaced 
destination addreiiis . 

The rejection asserts that Mauger describes a first 
component configured to replace a destination addres?; in an 
Ethernet header to identify a second compon€^nt, and a 
intermediate component bridging a first component and the second 
component to forward the data based on the replciced destination 
address, at]^ recited in claim 1. Applicant re^;pect fully 
disagrees . 
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To becjin with, Mauger neither describes nor suggests that c\ 
dejjtinatioa address in an ELhernei: header is replaced to 
identify a second component. indeed, Mauger describes just i:he 
oppo^sitG. In this rogaird, ciccordlng to Mauger, MPLS packet.s 
include the original IP packet togc-ther with a stack of Icibels 
which are used by the MPLS nodes through which the packet pa^i&<3s 
to control the onward routing of the packet. At ciiach node, the 
current packet label la used to determine the onward routing of 
the packet. See, e.g., Mauger, col. A, line :30-37, The MPLS 
fstdck of loibols are thu.s appended to the current header of a 
datagram and used to direct the datagram. Moreover, the 
destination address in the Ethernet header is understood to 
remain unchanged since Mauger's destination edge router forwards^ 
^''the original IP packet" to the final destination. Seo Mauger, 
co.1 , 5, line 9-10 . 

The rejection points to col. 6, Tine 1-3 as allegedly 
showing the replacement of a destination address in an Ethernet 
header to identify a second component. Applicant respectfully 
disagrees . 

In this regard, in FIG. A, Mauger describes a router or 
switch that uses an appended stack of MPLS labels to direct the 
original IP packet. In particular, a L2TP/Label lleiider 
Discriminator acce^J^ises the header Information and executes any 
required addition or removal of packet labels. See, e.g., 
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Mauger, col. 5, line 5Q-61; col. 4, line The header 

informaclon is wsed to identity a required egrec^B function and 
to modify r.he hcadGra for onwc^ird transmisi^iion . See, e.g., 
Mauger, col. 5, line 61-64. The packet is then forwarded on a 
link to the required egreac function. See, e.;^., Mauger, col. 
5, line G<l-65. 

Thus, when Maugex^ deccribes that "the header of tlie packet 
ac modified by the ingref^?^ function px'ovidcs all the control 
information required for egress." Mauger is describing the 
addition or reinoval of MPLS labels from the header, rather than 
a replacement of a destination address in an Ethernet becider to 
identify a second component , as recited in claim 1. 

Bragg does nothing to remedy this deficiency in Mauger. In 
particular, Bragg neither describes nor suggests replacing a 
destination address in an Ethernet header to identify a second 
component, as recited in claim 1. Accordingly, a prima facie 
case of obviousness hos not been established. Applicant thus 
requests that the rejections of ciciim l and the claims dependent 
therefrom be withdrawn. 

Claim 12 was rejected under 2S U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious 
over Bragg and Mauger. 

Claim 12 relates to a method that includes performing a 
lookup in ci routing table to determine a path to send data from 
a sender to a receiver, replacing a destination address in an 
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ELhexTiet header of the dciba to identify a second component 
connected to the receive!', and forwarding the data, ba;5<^.d on the 
replaced destination address, through an intermediate component 
between a firat component connected to the sender and the second 
component . 

The rejection asserts that Mauger de^Jcribes replacing a 
destination address in an Ethernet header o£. the data to 
identify a second component connected, to the receiver, as 
recited in claim 12. 

Applicant respectfully disagx'ees. In this regard, 
discussed above, i^iauger'.'^ MPLS packets? include a stack of MPTS 
labels which are uaed to control the onward r-Quti ng of the 
packet. Moreover, the destination address in the Ethernet 
header is understood to rernain unchanged since Mauger'a 
destination edge router forwards "the original IP packet" to the 
final destination. 

Bragg does nothing to i-emedy this deficiency in Mauger. In 
pcirticular, Bragg neither describes nor suggests replacing a 
destination address in r7Kr\ Ethernet header of the data to 
identify a second component connected to the receiver, as 
recited in claim 12, Accordingly, a prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been established. Applicant thu« requests 
that the rejections of claim 12 and the claims dependent 
therefrom be withdrawn. 
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Claim IB was rejected unde::r U.S,C- § 103(a) as obviouM? 
ove.r Bragg and M^^uger. 

Clc^im 18 relates to an article that includes one or more 
nm ch i ne - re ad a b 1 e tried i a that store ma c h i n e - e x e c u C a b 1 e 
instructions. Th^ instructions cire for causing one or more 
1-nachines to perform a look vip in, a routing table to determine a 
path to fiend data from a sender to a receiver, replace a 
destination address in an Ethernet header o£ thrf: data to 
identify a second component connected to the receiver, and 
forward the data, based on the replaced destination address, 
through an intermediate component between a first component 
connected to the render and the second component , 

The rejection asssez'tZG that Mauger describes i ni;!t.ruc t ions 
for causing one or more machines to i^eplace a destination 
address in an Ethernet header of the data to identify a second 
component connected to the receiver, as recited in claim 18. 

Applicant resipect ful ly disagrees. In this regard, as 
discussed above. Manger' ;3 MPLS packets include a !:^tack of MPLS 
labels which axe used to control the onward routing of the 
packet. Moreover/ the destination address in the Ethernet 
header is understood to remain unchanged since Manger's 
destination edge router forward^s "the original IP packet" to the 
final deot ination . 
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Bragg doe?; notJiiiig to remedy this deficiency in Mauger* In 
particular, Braqg neicher describc-ns nor suggests instruct ionr. 
for causing one or more machines to replace a destination 
ciddress in an Ethernet header o£ the data to identity a second 
component connected to the receiver, ass recited in, claim 18. 
Accordingly, a prima facie case of obviouL=3nef?£3 has not been 
e:i^tablished . Applicant thug requests that the rejections of 
claim 18 and the claims dependent therefrom be withdrawn. 

Applicant asks that all clr3ims be allowed. No fees are 
believed due at thi^j time. Pleasse apply any charges or credits 
to Deposit Account No. 06-lOSO. 



12 3 9Q El Camino Real 
San Diego, CA 9213 0 
Telephone: {8S8) 676-5070 
Facsimile: (858) 678-3099 
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Respect fully siubmi t ted , 



Fish Sl Richardson P.C* 
Attorneys for Intel Corporation 
PTO Customer M umber; 20985 



Date: 
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